This paper examines the use of että-clauses in Finnish everyday conversation for extending a speaker's turn after a possible point of turn completion for the purpose of pursuing uptake from a turn recipient. Although että-clauses are considered complements in most grammatical descriptions of Finnish, the paper questions their status as subordinate clauses. We show that they nevertheless could be considered to function as increments, as either Extensions (Glue-ons, in terms of Couper-Kuhlen & Ono, this volume) or Free Constituents. This is interesting in view of Ford, Fox & Thompson's (2002) definition of increments as "nonmain-clause continuations after a possible point of turn completion." We also show that what makes että-clauses ideal for the pursuit of uptake is that both as a conjunction and particle, että functions to open up the participation framework and import new voices to the conversation.
Introduction 1
Our paper concerns the grammatical nature and interactional functions of Finnish et (tä) 2 -clauses. This places our study within the larger body of work that has come to be called 'grammar-in-interaction', the study of the ways in which grammatical forms are put to use and themselves emerge in interaction as meaningful patterns of social behaviour (e.g. Ochs, Schegloff and Thompson 1996) . Within that larger topic, this paper, like the other papers in this volume, deals with the shape that turns-at-talk can take, and the ways that a participant may extend his or her current turn after a point where it is already prosodically, syntactically and pragmatically complete, and another
The syntactic and interactional features of että-clauses in conversation
In standard descriptions of Finnish grammar, että-clauses are described as complements. In other words, they are said to function as subjects and objects of other clauses (Hakulinen & Karlsson 1979: 346-347, 353-354; see also Vilkuna 1996: 66-68) . Vilkuna notes that että is a marker of subordination (1996: 68) , while the most recent descriptive grammar of Finnish suggests that että is a particle which is able to function either as an utterance particle or as a subordinating conjunction (Hakulinen et al 2004: 770) . Our data indeed contain numerous examples of että-clauses occurring with crosslinguistically recognized complement-taking predicates (CTPs), namely verbs of cognition and speech act verbs. In our corpus, että-clauses occur with verbs such as meinata 'mean', ajatella 'think', tietää 'know', nähdä 'see', kuulla 'hear', kirota 'swear' kysyä 'ask', and especially frequently with sanoa 'say', as in the the following example. This example comes from a multi-party conversation among several relatives gathered for a holiday party. In this example, Liisa reports in lines 4-7 on something said by a dentist she works with using the verb sano 'said' followed by että and a report of what the dentist had said. Within the report, in line 4, there is another sanoo et 'say that' sequence followed by what the dentist (and her husband?) have reported saying to their household help, embedded within the first sequence. The reported speech is framed as an indirect quote: one indication of this is that the pronouns referring to the dentist and her husband within the reported speech, ne and heille 3 , are in the third person. In addition, the verbal form in the reported directive in line 6, which is indicative and not imperative, also tends to indicate that the dentist's words are not quoted exactly as she said them. The two instances of että-clauses in line 4 could thus be taken as examples of what has traditionally been called complementation: The että-clauses could be said to function as object complements of the verb sano-'say', with et(tä) functioning as a subordinating conjunction.
Example (1). Joulukahvit: Täsmällinen
On the other hand, the content of the että-clauses is in no way subordinate to the content of the reporting phrase, and they also carry the main thrust of the interaction, as argued by Thompson (2002) for English 'complement' clauses. The main content of Liisa's turn is the claim that people in the developing countries have a different sense of time than people in the Western (industrialized?) world; this is how she initiates her turn in lines 1-2, and this is also the part of the utterance that her listeners respond to, as shown below in example (2). The quotes from Liisa's co-worker function as evidence for her claim.
The prosody in this excerpt also tends to indicate that että is not a part of the clause that follows, that is, it is not a complementizer within the clause that contains the indirect speech 4 . Prosodically, the word että is grouped with the verb sano-'say' in these sequences (see also A. Hakulinen 1989: 118) ; there is an intonational break (intonation unit boundary, in terms of Chafe 1994) marked by a pitch reset after the first että in line 4. In the same line, there is a dysfluency consisting of a truncation and partial repetition after the second että, as Liisa changes the direction of her utterance and adds a parenthetical kun-clause explaining who the dentist's words had been directed to; this also results in a prosodically separated sanoo et -sequence. And in line 5, the word että is separated by an intonational break from the reported speech following in line 6. This may be taken as an indicator that että forms a unit, a grammaticized epistemic/evidential phrase together with the reporting verb, rather than functioning as a subordinator within the complement clause. We suspect that the function of this phrase is to keep the participation framework and footing open at the point of the interaction where the phrase occurs, a point to which we will return a bit later in this paper.
Moving further away from traditional complementation are uses of että with direct quotes, as in example (2) below, coming from the same conversation as example (1).
Example (2). Joulukahvit. Täsmällinen. (1), besides having an evidential/epistemic function, the reporting phrase also regulates the participant structure and footing in attributing the words said to one of the participants. The original addressees of the quoted utterance, the Salo family, are not here the only or even the principal addressees of the quote; the utterance in line 36 is overtly addressed to Keijo's wife, Liisa. This is indexed through the use of the second person pronoun sä 'you', and the rest of the reporting phrase, sanoit et 'said-2SG that'. The reporting phrase also regulates footing, since it marks the fact that the original speaker of the utterance Keijo is reporting was actually not Keijo himself, but rather his wife. Syntactically, direct quotes do not seem to be very good candidates for complementation (or subordination; Munro 1982 : See also Laury 2006), since they are by definition independent not only in terms of their syntax but also in terms of their indexical features. But they are interesting in terms of the presumed historical origin of että, which is thought to have been a demonstrative adverb. According to L. Hakulinen (1979: 6) , it was formed from the demonstrative stem e-'this' through a regular derivational process; että is thought to have originally meant roughly 'thus, in this way'. According to this view, then, että would have originated from constructions which might have had the meaning '(s)he spoke (thought, believed) in this way'. The fact that että, at least in its use with verbs of saying, seems to cleave to the verb rather than the following clause may be taken as a feature of its original use. Kangasniemi (1997: 83) suggests that the present use of että as a conjunction developed as a result of the clausal constructions in which it regularly appeared. We find this suggestion interesting. Following up on this, a possible pathway of the development of että might be that from having been originally used with direct quotes, its use would then have spread to indirect quotes, and in this way, the former demonstrative adverb would have developed into a subordinating conjunction (cf. Kuiri 1984: 144-146; A. Hakulinen 1989: 118) . From that use, it might then have spread to other uses, in which että-initial clauses appear without any complement-taking predicate, so that et(tä) seems to function more as a particle or discourse marker rather than a conjunction 5 . Consider the uses of et(tä) in the following example, a continuation of example (1) above. Lines 11-12 repeat the end of (1). The uses of että in this excerpt are much less conjunction-like than those in examples (1) or even (2). In particular, the first et in line 14, and the et-initial clauses in lines 15, 19 and 21 are not contiguous to any complement-taking predicates, and they follow syntactically complete sequences 6 . It may of course be that the earlier instances of the verb sanoa are still available in the discourse model (cf. Englebretson 2003: 103) , and in that sense the että-clauses could be considered to be additional complements of the earlier occasions of use of that verb.
These uses also differ from the earlier examples prosodically and interactionally. In examples (1) and (2), et(tä) was prosodically grouped with the verb sano-'say', while in example (3), in lines 14 (the first et),15, 19 and 21, et is grouped with the clause that follows (see A. Hakulinen 1989: 118 on this feature of the syntactization of the particle et(tä)). The use in line 19 could even be analyzed as turn-initial. Namely, at the end of line 16, Liisa has come to a point where her utterance is both syntactically and semantically complete. Although it is prosodically not marked for completion by falling intonation, and is thus not a CTRP in the sense of Ford and Thompson (1996) , at this point, both Tyyne and Sini comment briefly. After this, Liisa continues with her etinitial utterance, which is essentially a rewording of what she has said before. The että-initial clause is not syntactically integrated into the preceding clause, and thus not subordinate in any sense; instead, it is a summary of Liisa's previous comments.
This allows us two possibilities for the interpretation of the function of utterance-and turn-initial et (tä) . First, in its use with reported speech, että prefaces paraphrases, or at least more or less accurate renderings, of something that has (at least purportedly) been said earlier (on the accuracy of quoted speech, see Mayes 1990) . For this reason, it is not strange that in its particle use, et(tä) should also precede a paraphrase or a summary. In fact, it has been proposed by previous studies that in its particle use, että is used by speakers to interpret or paraphrase their preceding utterances or turns (Raussi 1992: 4; Hakulinen et al 2004: 984 7 ). Liisa's use of että in line 19, and perhaps also in line 21, would thus count as a guide to interpretation: "Do not take this as a new topic, but rather as a paraphrase or summary of what precedes". The reason for taking a turn of this type might be precisely the fact that no-one else has taken a turn; thus the previous speaker recycles her preceding turn. Secondly, että could be thought to serve an epistemic or evidential function here in that it marks Liisa's että-prefaced utterances as something heard from her co-worker, that is, they function to show that Liisa is not the author or principal here (Goffman 1981: 144) , or at least they leave open the exact footing on which these comments are made. This indicates that the function of the particle et(tä) is (at least) two-fold: It projects backward to the previous utterance or turn of the current speaker, often providing a summary or paraphrase of it, and it also regulates the participation framework by leaving open the footing on which the utterance is produced. Both of these functions can be seen as inheritance of the contexts in which että is used in its subordinating conjunction function.
The uses of että-clauses in example (3) seem to blur the line between what should be considered a complement clause and what should not. This pattern is in keeping with other recent findings questioning standard accounts of complementation and the crosslinguistic validity of the grammatical category of complementation in English (Thompson 2002) and Indonesian (Englebretson 2003) .
As Vilkuna has noted, että-clauses can also occur by themselves, without any attached main clause (1996: 70), or even a preceding CTP earlier in the conversation. An example follows. This excerpt comes from a conversation between a grandmother and her granddaughter, who has just unpacked a new toy consisting of numerous small pieces.
Example (4). Playmobil. In this example, Eppu asks a polar question of her granddaughter in lines 1-2 regarding the status of some of the small pieces she is occupied with. The lexical choice in this question, the word joutavia 'disposable' arouses an implication that some of the pieces could be thrown away. There is a brief delay: The projected second pair part to this question does not immediately follow. Eppu attempts to deal with this by providing an unattached NP (functioning as an increment 8 ) followed by the second-person singular imperative kato 'look', designed to direct her granddaughter's attention to the particular set of pieces she is concerned with, thus treating the lack of uptake as a problem with referent resolution. In line 4, Salla responds with a partial repeat of the question, one of the two possible ways to provide an affirmative answer to a Finnish polar question (Sorjonen 2001) . This type of answer analyzes the preceding question as a request for information new to the person asking the question; at the same time, it "suggests that the just-constituted piece of knowledge is part of an activity that has somewhere to go and displays a possibility of a forward-movement in that activity (Sorjonen 2001: 44) ." In other words, Salla's response could be taken as an acknowledgement of the suggestion of the suitability of the pieces in question for being thrown away. In that sense, her response is minimal, although the conventional meaning of this response type leaves open the possibility that there could be further action. However, Salla does not offer to throw away the pieces, something that Eppu may have been implying. Eppu's next turn could be taken as an elaboration of the implication raised by her original turn in lines 1-3, made relevant by what she may see as a less than adequate response. She provides an account for why the pieces should be thrown away: To eliminate the possibility that they might end up in the mouth of her baby grandson Lauri.
This use of että comes close in certain ways to the types of functions increments were shown to perform in Ford, Fox and Thompson's (2002) English data. However, Eppu does receive a response to her question, and in that sense, here there is not a problem of recipiency. At the same time, Eppu appears not to have received the type of response she was looking for, and therefore her turn in line 5 could count as dealing with a problem of uptake: It is an account produced after a minimal response.
Furthermore, although Eppu's previous turn in lines 1-3 is syntactically, semantically, prosodically and interactionally complete, the utterance in line 5 is surprisingly well designed to provide a syntactic continuation to her utterance in line 3, involving a reanalysis of it. Although kato at the end of line 3 could be analyzed as a simple imperative form directing the attention of the addressee to the referents of nämä ('These, look.'), it is also a perfectly plausible host for the että-clause which follows in line 5. That is, the sequence kato ettei ne oo Laurin suussa kohta is completely possible syntactically and pragmatically. In such a sequence, kato could either be reanalyzed as a particle focusing the addressee's attention on what follows (Hakulinen and Seppänen 1992) , providing a meaning something like, 'you see, so that they won't get into Lauri's mouth', or as a full verb, with the meaning 'see to it that they won't get into Lauri's mouth', instead of the simple imperative 'look', the way it would be interpreted without a following että-clause at the end of line 3. In fact, the utterance in 5 is ambiguous in terms of whether it is designed as a syntactic completion of Eppu's previous turn in line 3 or not.
For these reasons, it is also unclear which type of increment, if any, we would be dealing with here. Line 5 is a (possible) syntactic continuation of the preceding utterance, which would make it an Extension in terms of Ford, Fox and Thompson (2002) , and a Glue-on in terms of Couper-Kuhlen and Ono (this volume), with the retrospective syntactic restructuring effects they note for their English and Japanese data. However, as we have shown above, line 5 could also be analyzed as being syntactically independent of the preceding utterance, like the English Unattached NP increments of Ford, Fox and Thompson (2002) . Like the Unattached NPs in their data, line 5 also constitutes a different action from the talk in lines 1-3, since it does not deal with reference resolution relating to the question in lines 1-3, but rather provides an account for why the question was produced. These types of elements are considered Free constituents by Couper-Kuhlen and Ono, who, differing from Ford, Fox and Thompson (2002) , do not consider them increments proper, since they are syntactically and often also actionally separate from the TCU they follow, and in that sense rather something between a new TCU and an increment proper. This example shows clearly, as also pointed out by Auer (this volume), and others, that the question of what should be considered a turn continuation and what should not is by no means clear, at least at this point in the existing research.
Another, intriguing aspect of the meaning of että is the work it does in regulating the participant structure in interaction. As we have shown above, it is used as a conjunction within reporting phrases, which function to index the footing of the utterance they precede. If, in its particle use, että retains this same function, then it would make it very useful for contexts where pursuit of uptake is the concern. Namely, if utterances prefaced with the particle että (that is, cases where että occurs initially in an utterance, without any preceding reporting phrase) are framed as being relatively open with respect to footing, then they can be seen as proffering stances or assessments which do not belong to the speaker alone, but rather are offered as more general ones which could then be adopted by the recipient(s) as well. Thus they can easily be seen, for instance, as well suited for modeling the types of responses the speaker is looking for, one of the jobs increments, at least in the sense of Ford, Fox and Thompson (2002: 26) , do. We would like to argue that this is precisely the type of work that the several utterance-initial uses of että in example (3) are doing: In that example, the footing of the statements the speaker produces is left open; she is seen to be proffering assessments which she frames as being adoptable by the other participants as well.
Että-clauses as increments
In what precedes, we have argued that Finnish että-clauses are not traditional complements, even when they follow complement-taking predicates, and we have also shown that että is not only a conjunction but also a turn-initial particle. Thus, given the uncertain status of että-clauses as subordinate clauses, they might not be very good candidates for increments, at least if they are defined as non-mainclause continuations of an already possibly complete turn, as done by Ford, Fox and Thompson (2002: 16) for the purposes of their study (see also Goodwin 1979) . In this regard, we are encouraged by Engelbretson's comment that subordination does not need to be criterial for clausal increments (2003), and by the discussion by Couper-Kuhlen and Ono as well as Auer (this volume) regarding the status of coordinate clauses as increments. In addition, we have also shown that että-clauses in our data are used to address problems with recipiency, the typical function of increments. So far, however, we have not presented any unambiguous cases of incrementation, but such uses do exist in our data, and we present three such cases below.
Our first example of an increment used in the pursuit of uptake comes from a conversation among three young women friends. EL is knitting a sweater for her boyfriend, and in the excerpt below she asks one of her friends to stand up so she can try it on her.
Example (5) EL's turn in line 1 is a request which projects an action as a response: She asks AL to stand up. The request is surprising, because the sweater is not intended for AL, and both AL and RV provide clarification questions, repair initiations indicating trouble with the previous turn. In response, EL produces the particle nii, an affirmative response which is typically produced after candidate understandings. According to Sorjonen, candidate understandings which get nii as a response often take up the reference of indexical expressions; nii also typically occurs in continuation-relevant environments, so that at the point where a niin-response is produced, the larger on-going sequence and activity is still underway (2001: 58-61) . This is the case here: The question nii responds to concerns the (ambiguous) recipient of the directive produced by EL. Nii could thus be taken as closing the repair sequence, after which EL could expect AL to stand up. Instead, she produces an account which provides a paraphrase or explanation of her previous request. As already noted, this is a typical use of et as a turn-initial particle. In line 6, EL explains that she wants to know whether the sweater is long enough. We can see here the typical function of että-prefaced utterances in that what EL says in line 6 projects backward to her earlier utterance and paraphrases it in the sense that pruuvata 'to try (on)', the verb used in line 1, already involves a search for knowledge. EL's et-prefaced clause in 6 seems to be a clear case of an extension increment, a Glue-on in terms of Couper-Kuhlen and Ono (this volume). It follows a syntactically, semantically and interactionally complete turn: nii in line 5 is an entirely complete and appropriate affirmative response to AL's and RV's clarification questions. In other words, there is a CTRP at the end of line 5. Like the et-prefaced utterance in (4), the et-564 Eeva-Leena Seppänen and Ritva Laury clause in line 6 is also designed so that it will be a syntactically and semantically compatible continuation of the preceding TCU, the particle nii produced in line 5. In itself, this is not surprising because nii is a particle, and complexes of more than one particle can occur turn-initially in Finnish. Nii et is a fine sequence, analyzable as either a particle sequence or perhaps as a complex conjunction (Vilkuna 1996: 69) , glossed as 'so that' in the free translation of line 6. Such a syntactic fit would make line 6 an Extension, or a Glue-on. The et-prefaced clause in this example is also very similar in function to the et-prefaced clause in example (4): It also provides an account after a dispreferred response. The account is provided to address the problem of lack of uptake from the recipient: AL has failed to comply with EL's request. Thus the increment in line 6 is "an attempted solution to a lack of displayed recipiency" (Ford, Fox and Thompson 2002: 18-19) ; it provides another possible point of completion, and another chance for AL to comply with EL's request.
Although what we have seen so far seems to suggest that we have here a clear case of an extension, there is another interpretation of the example. Just as in example (4), the et-clause in line 6 in example (5) also counts as a separate action from the preceding nii, which, at the end of line 5, is interpretable as an affirmative answer to a clarification question produced as a side sequence, while the et-clause is an account for why the original request was made. The ambiguity of syntactic fit with the preceding TCU is consistent with the actional discontinuity. In terms of syntactic and actional continuity, then, this increment more clearly resembles the Free Constituents of Ford, Fox and Thompson (2002) , and for this reason it would not be considered an increment at all by Couper-Kuhlen and Ono (this volume). However, the first analysis is also a possibility; the sequence as a whole is in a way analogous to a syntactic blend in that nii in line 5 could be seen to play a double role as a response particle to the questions in lines 3 and 4 as well as forming, post hoc, a particle complex with the following et 9 , as also done in instances of Glue-ons in Couper-Kuhlen and Ono's data.
The following is an example of an että-clause as a Free Constituent pursuing uptake from a recipient. It comes from a conversation between a mother and a daughter who are preparing fresh-salted salmon, a typical Finnish holiday dish. The mother, E, has purchased the fish for Christmas dinner, and the daughter, R, remarks upon its color.
Example (6). Suolalohi 34-44 1 R: tää on vaaleemman punasta. This be light-COMP-GEN red-PRT This is lighter red.
2
[ tää lohi.] this salmon This salmon.
light in color: This is because it has been caught in the open sea, and is not farm-raised. The TCU she provides in line 4 counts as a positive assessment, since 'real' salmon is presumably better, certainly more difficult to obtain and more expensive than farmraised salmon. Since E's utterance is complete syntactically, semantically and prosodically at this point, it provides a possible transition point: Her positive assessment might be expected to be followed by an affiliative positive assessment from R, especially in view of the fact that E has purchased the salmon. However, R does not take a turn, and E provides further talk consisting of further positive assessment of the salmon and an expansion of the content of the TCU in line 4: The salmon is 'real' in the sense that it has not been artificially fed and it comes from the sea (i.e., not from a fish farm); this is followed by the background information that salmon is not very red when it comes from the sea. During this talk, E comes to two points of syntactic and semantic completion, at the end of line 6 and again at the end of line 10, although both are prosodically marked as continuing.
In line 11, after the possible TRP at the end of line 10, E produces the että-clause which is of interest to us: As että-clauses typically do, it presents a paraphrase of what she has already said, but the että-prefacing also functions to present the utterance as general knowledge, indexing the opening up of the footing: What E says here is presented as not just what E thinks or knows, but rather something someone else might also have said. In that sense, the information presented in the että-clause is different from the utterance in line 6, which it paraphrases: Unlike the utterance in line 6, which concerned the particular salmon E and R were preparing, it puts the assessment in the arena of general knowledge -it is about generic sea-caught salmon.
The utterance in line 11 resembles the Free Constituents of Ford, Fox and Thompson, since the että-clause is not syntactically integrated into what it follows, and could be taken as explicitly modeling the type of uptake E is pursuing from R. If it were produced by the recipient, it would be the kind of affiliative response E is seeking. Like some of the Free Constituents in Ford, Fox and Thompson's data (2002: 30-31) , line 11 also performs an assessment following another assessment. However, prosodically speaking, as we have noted, the end of line 10 is not a CTRP, making the analysis of line 11 as an increment problematic 10 . The lack of prosodic closure at the end of line 10 may be due to the fact that this että-clause continues or at least performs the same action as the prior TCU: iI would thus prosodically contrast with incremental että-clauses which begin an action different from the immediately preceding TCU, as in example (5). R's response particle in line 12 is consistent with the understanding of the situation as displayed by E's turn. Joo, differently from other Finnish positive responses, "responds merely to the factual character of the prior utterance and registers it as understood, leaving aside its affiliation-relevant aspect (Sorjonen 2001: 280) ". In other words, in spite of her efforts, E still fails to get the type of response from her recipient she is seeking. This is confirmed by her next turn, asking whether R understood what she meant.
Our third example comes from the same conversation as examples (1) and (2) In lines 10-11 of our example, Liisa, the child's grandmother, starts the anecdote, but leaves the construction incomplete syntactically and prosodically, thus inviting completion by other participants. In line 15, Keijo, the child's grandfather, provides an opaque characterization of what the child had said, using an accusative NP syntactically fitted to complete Liisa's utterance. After this, Timo, Marjut's father, takes a turn in line 17 in which the initial nii could be analyzed as an acknowledgment of Keijo's turn, followed by the particle/conjunction että and the actual word the child is reported to have said upon noticing that the Santa Claus visiting the daycare center was in fact a woman. The lexical item comes from child language: Finnish children use the word täti (lit. 'aunt') for non-relative adult females. The reported utterance tätipukki 'auntie Santa' can thus be analyzed as a direct quote. However, Timo's turn in line 17 can also be analyzed as having been designed to complete Liisa's utterance syntactically: The word nii in that case could be analyzed as an adverb 11 or particle meaning 'so', followed by että as either a conjunction or a particle. It is in this example in particular where the fuzzy boundary between the conjunction and particle use of että is evident. In fact, it may be reasonable to analyze the niin 12 että combination as a complex conjunction, as suggested by Vilkuna (1996: 69) .
The rest of Timo's utterance in line 17, in which the first three words, while prosodically integrated into the rest of the utterance, are not syntactically an argument of the clause which forms the rest of this intonation unit, is, especially in this context, potentially complete both syntactically and prosodically, but the että-initial utterance provided by Timo in line 19 is designed to fit syntactically with the clause in line 17. It is the utterance in line 19 which clearly functions as an increment. Note that up to this point, Keijo, the child's grandfather, is the only person at the table who has reacted to the witty formulation the child has given to her observation, perhaps because others have not comprehended the child's comment, and are thus unable to sufficiently appreciate it. Timo's redoing of the word can be seen as another attempt to clarify the child's comment in order to gain recipiency from someone outside the team he has built with Keijo and Liisa for the purpose of reporting on his daughter's cleverness.
Example (7) combines the typical characteristics of että-initial utterances. Syntactically, the että-initial utterances are ambiguous as either a complement of a CTP or a particle-initial utterance. Prosodically, they follow both complete (line 17) and incomplete (line 11) utterances. And, pragmatically, the use of että involves the introduction of a voice distinct from that of the current speaker, a paraphrase of what has been said previously, which functions interactionally as a continuation of a turn which is potentially complete, in the pursuit of an appropriate uptake from the other participants. In this example, the point that Marjut had said something worthy of appreciation has been made by the child's grandparents and her father, and has not been reacted to by the other participants in an appropriately appreciative manner.
We have seen in this section that että-clauses can be used in Finnish conversation to pursue uptake of a desired sort from their recipient(s) by interpreting, explaining, paraphrasing or otherwise recycling the content of the turn which it is an increment of. The että-clauses in our data can also be analyzed as syntactic continuations of the previous TCU, both in cases where the previous turn has consisted of only a particle, or an element which could be reanalyzed as a particle, and after full clauses, as shown in our last example. Since että is often best analyzed as a particle in its clause-initial use, it is not surprising that it could be read as a syntactically viable continuation of another turn consisting of only a particle, since sequences of particles can occur clause-initially in Finnish. Actionally, että-clauses can either continue the action of the previous TCU 11 Niin 'in that way' is one of the three-part demonstrative-based manner adverb paradigm in Finnish, in addition to functioning as a particle and a conjunction (see Sorjonen 2001:9-10) ; the borderlines between these form classes are often far from clear, as can be seen from this example and also example (5) above.
12 Niin is the full form of the particle which in our data mostly has the form nii.
or constitute a separate action. There is some indication in our data that those increments which continue the action of the preceding TCU are prosodically integrated into the previous TCU, while those that constitute a separate action are not. So far, we have only found prosodically integrated että-clauses in assessment sequences.
Thus it seems to us that the että-clauses in our data can function as either Extensions (Glue-ons) or Free Constituents. Extensions, or Glue-ons in terms of Couper-Kuhlen and Ono (this volume), are syntactically and actionally integrated into the preceding TCU; this is the case in line 19 of example (7), which is syntactically a possible continuation of line 17, and also continues the action started there by Timo, and even previously by the other two speakers. However, some of our other examples seem to function more like Free Constituents, because they are less well integrated into what immediately precedes. In example (6), there is no syntactic integration, and in example (5), the syntactic integration seems only possible if the preceding TCU is reanalyzed post hoc as forming a particle complex or a complex conjunction with the että which follows rather than functioning independently as a response particle.
Conclusion
We have argued here that in spite of the fact that Finnish että-clauses are not very good examples of traditional complementation, and thus not at all clear examples of subordination, they are still used as increments in conversation to pursue uptake from a receipient. These involve both the types of clauses where että functions as a turn-initial particle, and clauses where it functions more like a conjunction; both types of että-clauses are used in conversation to paraphrase or summarize earlier turns and utterances by the same speaker, and to regulate the participant framework. In our data, both types of että-clauses are used as increments for the purpose of adding another possible transition point when uptake from a recipient is not forthcoming. In terms of the increment typologies developed by Couper-Kuhlen and Ono (this volume), many of the että-clauses are intermediate or ambiguous and could be analyzed as either Glue-ons or Free Constituents. Interactionally, these clause types are especially useful for the purpose of pursuing uptake because että typically functions to open up the participation framework, and thus implies that what has been expressed in the speaker's turn is something someone else has said or may also have said.
